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Abstract 
There are several issues and challenges related to forming and implementing knowledge management initiatives in project-
based organisations in such a way to promote knowledge sharing, learning, innovation, organisation development. One such issue 
is to identify proper organisational structure(s) that can support and facilitate learning and development. There are 2 commonly 
used organisational structures. They are formal work-teams and (informal) communities of practice (CoP).  Organisations, in 
general, have and / or need both the formal and informal structures. The challenge that several organizations have is how to 
combine formal work-teams and CoP – How to find a balance between them? 
This paper will look at a Scandinavian project-based organisation, and describe what this organisation has done in order to 
accomplish the balance. In this regard, the paper will focus on how the organisation deals with its organisational structure in such 
a way to facilitate learning and knowledge sharing; how it utilizes both formal teams and CoP in this process, and the challenges 
and opportunities that are associated with this process.  
This paper is based on the study whose objective was to see how a Scandinavian project-based organisation transformed  
itself into a double-knit organisation – effectively using both formal and informal structures to improve its work-performance. 
The study used a qualitative research method; a case study that incorporated interviews (semi-structures interviews), observations 
and document analysis. At the start of the study, the organisation was transforming its 'below the radar' CoP into recognised 
structures within the organisation. Hence, the situation offered an opportunity to study the actual transition process. 
Findings of the study discuss among other things, the organisation's formalization of (previously informal) team leadership 
positions, incorporating members of CoP in the advisory board and leadership roles, and formalising CoP, while at the same time 
strengthening formal structures such as formal teams. The organisation used social settings to encourage interaction among 
employees. The major findings were that for double-knit organisation to effectively work, there is a need to balance organic, 
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informal settings (CoP) and formal teams. The study confirmed previous findings that tacit knowledge plays a very significant 
role in knowledge transfer in project-based organisations. The study also showed that while formal teams were easier to create 
and define scope for them, the same could not be said about CoP. CoP were unpredictable and seemed to work better independent 
of the organisational leaders' interference. However, they were promoted by employee interactions.  
As practical implications, the findings presented in this paper can be considered as suggestions – or, at least as focal points for 
reflection – for other project-based organisations to strengthen their knowledge management practices in order to obtain better 
results.        
© 2015 The Authors. Published by Elsevier Ltd. 
Peer-review under responsibility of Scientific Committee of IPMA 2014. 
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1. Introduction 
Projects can be considered learning arenas in which knowledge is shared and created. The focus on knowledge 
management in projects and project-based organisation can lead to improved efficiency and effectiveness of the 
work that the organisations carry out. A number of authors state that knowledge management is a source of 
sustainable competitive advantage for businesses (Lubit, 2001; Senge, 2006; Lopez-Nicolas & Meroño-Cerdán, 
(2009) quoting on Zack (1999)). One of the notable issues that organisation have with respect to knowledge 
management is finding an appropriate organisational structure to use in organisational learning and development. 
The two commonly used structures for organisational collaboration are formal work-teams (taskforces) and (the 
more informal) communities of practice (CoP). Lave & Wenger (1991) introduced the concept of CoP, and it has 
become an important topic with respect to knowledge management in organizations in general (Wenger, 2004; 
Borzillo et al., 2011) and in project-based organizations (Ruuska & Vartiainen, 2005; Bettiol & Sedita, 2011). The 
challenge that several organizations have is how to combine formal work-teams and CoP – How to find a balance 
between them?  
This paper will look at a Scandinavian project-based organisation and how the organisation accommodated 
(balanced) the two organisational structures in order to facilitate learning and knowledge sharing. The paper focuses 
on how the organisation utilises both formal teams and CoP in this process, and on the challenges and opportunities 
that are associated with this process. The purpose of the study on which this paper is based was to see how this 
Scandinavian project-based organization transformed itself into a double-knit organisation – utilising effectively 
both formal and informal structures.  
This paper first presents relevant theories. In this regard, definitions of CoP and their characteristics are 
discussed. This is followed by a short description of the research method that was adopted and of the case company. 
And then, the case study analysis and major findings are presented and discussed. Finally, concluding remarks wind 
up the whole discussion. 
2. Communities of practice (CoP) 
Lave & Wenger (1991, page 98) define CoP as "a system of relationships between people, activities and the 
world; developing with time, and in relation to other tangential and overlapping communities of practice". 
McDermott (1999, page 34) describes CoP as "a group that shares knowledge, learns together, and creates common 
practices. Communities of practice share information, insight, experience, and tools about an area of common 
interest". One of the underlying characteristics of CoP is the informal nature associated with the interaction between 
the members of the community. Informal learning that emerges from interaction plays a significant role in 
knowledge management in organisations (Cross, 2007; Ekambaram & Krane, 2013).  
According to Wenger (1998) "...members of a community are informally bound by what they do together [...] and 
by what they have learned through their mutual engagement in these activities". He states that a community of 
practice is therefore differentiated from a community of interest or a geographical community. Wenger (ibid.) also 
identifies three dimensions defining CoP, which are:  
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• Joint Enterprise: This is what the community is all about. It is what is understood and continually negotiated by 
the members.  
• Mutual Engagement: The way that a community functions binds its members together into a community or 
social entity.  
• Shared repertoire: These are the capabilities the community has produced and the resources that it shares among 
members. Example of the communal resources could be routines, sensibilities, artefacts and style. The members 
develop these over time. 
 
Based on the above description, one can surmise from Wenger's perspective that a group is brought together by a 
common ideal (joint enterprise) with a particular approach to achieving the ideal / objective (mutual engagement), 
passing knowledge to each other on accomplishing the task (shared repertoire). Members of such a community is 
usually voluntary and of great premium to the member of the community. It gives them a sense of belonging.  
Brohm and Huysman (2003) and Irick (2007) also point out the differences between CoP and a team or taskforce. 
They say that a team or taskforce focuses on specific and/or temporary problems. This view is echoed by Davenport 
& Hall (2002). By contrast, CoP are driven by their members' value of belonging to such a group (Wenger, 1998) 
and not by deadline (Davenport & Hall, 2002).  Such communities will therefore reflect what is considered 
important by the members. Sometimes communities will have to act at the behest or influence of external parties or 
mandates. Wenger argues that even when this happen, it is the community and not the mandate that produces the 
practice. This is yet another demonstration that CoP are self-organising systems (Wenger, 1998), and that they are 
not formally controlled by its 'outside'. 
CoP is closely associated with situated learning which is based on social learning theory. This theory states that 
learning happens through observations of others' behaviours in social settings (Merriam & Caffarella, 1991). 
According to Bandura (1977, page 22) "[...] most human behavior is learned observationally through modeling: 
from observing others one forms an idea of how new behaviors are performed and on later occasions this coded 
information serves as a guide for action". The term situated learning gained much attention after the book "Situated 
learning – Legitimate and peripheral participation" was published (written by Lave & Wenger, 1991). The book was 
introduced by William F. Hanks and his words in this regard in a way summarises the aspect of situated learning. 
"Rather than asking what kinds of cognitive processes and conceptual structures are involved, they [the authors of 
the book] ask what kinds of social engagements provide the proper context for learning to take place" ibid., page 
14). In essence, learning is embedded in contexts. In this respect, aspects such as practice and culture play an 
important role. Reflecting upon previous studies, Ison et al. (2014) point out this embeddedness is highly relevant to 
CoP.     
CoP can be considered as a form of 'Ba'. The concept of 'Ba' is described as "a shared space for emerging 
relationships" in which knowledge is embedded (Nonaka & Konno, 1998, page 40). The concept of 'Ba' plays a 
significant role in the whole process of organisational knowledge creation (ibid.). Socialisation between the 
cooperating actors and their inter-connectedness, which CoP contribute to create, promote the interplay between tacit 
and explicit knowledge. Eriksson's (2013) study suggests that this kind of socialisation and inter-connectedness 
improve exploitation and exploration of knowledge in organisations. In a modern organisational world, learning and 
knowledge creation are among the essential ingredients that can lead to attain productivity, innovation and 
sustainable competitive advantage (Nonaka & Tekeuchi, 1995; Senge, 2006). 
3. Methodology 
This paper is based on a qualitative study. As mentioned earlier, a Scandinavian company was used as a case 
company. Semi-structured interviews were carried out to obtain information on how CoP works in this company. 
The interviews included a research director whose responsibilities include learning and knowledge sharing in the 
organisation. Other interviewees were a member of the organisation's advisory board and a team leader. It is to be 
noted that roles in the advisory board and team leadership are important (along with the role of the research 
director), when it comes to the focus of this paper. Tactics for four design tests (Yin, 2009) were used to improve / 
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ensure the quality of the investigation. The four design tests are construct validity, internal validity, external validity 
and reliability.  
In addition to the semi-structured, face-to-face interviews, observations were made in the case company. 
Furthermore, document analysis was also incorporated in the study. Thus, we adopted methodological triangulation. 
This study was conducted by following the interpretive paradigm – interpreting interaction among humans and how 
they have influence on learning, knowledge sharing, collaboration, work performance and innovation. 
4. The context – the case company 
The case company in this study is what can be regarded as a knowledge organisation. Their core business is 
selling expertise in project management and related services. At the time of the study, they were the largest 
Scandinavian Project Management company, with nine offices spread throughout 2 Scandinavian countries. 
Originally, it was two independent companies in the two countries, which later merged to form the current 
organisation. The (current) organisation had little over 300 employees and a turnover of nearly 73 million US $ in 
2013. The organisation's businesses include: Project management, Project Development and Specialist Services. 
Some of the specialist services are for example, quality management, risk management and construction 
management.  
As a company, it is owned by its employees. When employees join the organisation, they have the option to buy 
stock in the company and therefore be part-owners. When they leave they can sell the shares back to the company. 
5. CoP and the case company  
In any organisation with a considerable number of members, CoP are likely to grow spontaneously. This was the 
case with case company which had a number of CoP. Most of them were originally not recognised, at least not 
officially. However, with the merger between the 2 companies that was geographically dispersed led to a raft of 
changes which have led to CoP being formalised. The organisation has formalised (previously informal) team 
leadership positions, incorporated members of CoP in the advisory board and leadership roles, and hence formalised 
CoP.  
5.1. Advisory Board     
The advisory board is a supporting and guiding function for the whole organisation.  The creation of the advisory 
board was motivated by the desire to have common, effective knowledge management system. Because of the 
merger of the two organisations, a new platform for sharing knowledge was implemented. This represented an 
opportunity to carry out a knowledge mapping system. However, upon completion of the knowledge mapping 
system, the research director came to the conclusion that most of the knowledge contribution by employees was 
unsystematic / arbitrary. Since any employee could upload any information they felt was relevant, most employees 
(with the best of intentions) uploaded a lot of information, most of which could be redundant. This could make it 
harder for employees to find the relevant information in the information-pool. Difficulties in using these systems 
could have negative impact in knowledge management, which does not bode well for a knowledge organisation such 
as the case company. To solve this problem, the organisation decided to create 'gatekeepers' who will ensure that the 
company only kept information that was useful, and that the information was easily identifiable in the process. That 
is when they came up with the idea of the advisory board.   
The way it is envisioned, the advisory board is made up of fourteen members (who would act as 'gatekeepers' and 
provide guidance for the organisational members) from across both Scandinavian countries. These individuals would 
be the research director and thirteen experts from the organisation, seven experts from one of the two countries and 
six from the other country.   
The responsibility of the advisory board encompasses systems, tools and learning just like team managers. 
However, unlike team managers, they are not functionally involved, they act across sections. Members of the 
advisory board could be considered as support staff who have to work with functional staff on projects that are of 
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matrix structure. Their expertise is general. The team managers are tasked with taking this generic knowledge and 
adapting it for their particular situation.  
Each of the thirteen specialists will have their own area of expertise. They will have, according to an interviewee, 
"the mandate to create their own, if they like, network or team around them". This network can be viewed as a 
community of practice.  
The advisory board is appointed by the organisation's research director on behalf of the corporation. He stated that 
they were taken from members of sectional teams, but once they are appointed, then they could not continue their 
previous positions as sectional team members (simultaneously).  
As to the selection criteria, the research director, as the appointing authority, said that members of the advisory 
board were taken from each section, office and country. His stated objective is to try and find balance. However the 
overriding objective was to find the right person for the job. Such person should possess relevant theoretical 
knowledge, experience, convincing ability and energy.      
As a result of implementing the advisory board, ordinary members would not be able to upload models, systems 
and tools directly on the company's platform for sharing knowledge. This will be the preserve of the advisory board. 
If a member for example has found a model that they think could be of benefit to others in the organisation, they will 
propose it to the board. Then the responsible member of the board (with the help of their team/network) will evaluate 
it. If the system meets their criteria, they will adapt it into a generic system and make it available to the rest of the 
company via SharePoint. Individual team managers/members are free to download the generic model and adapt it to 
suit their own specialist areas. The advisory board members will also benchmark against the industry and will 
always be on the lookout for ways to improve the way they do things in the company.   
5.2. Team leadership 
Team managers were selected on very much the same basis as advisory board members: experienced, convincing 
people who are natural leaders in their field. Their major difference from the advisory board members is that there is 
no need for geographical balancing. Team managers were appointed in their respective offices and work from there. 
Their responsibilities are professional development of team members.   
These positions were formalising positions that people already held in the informal setting within their respective 
communities. An example is that of a team manager in the Infrastructure department in Oslo. Two interviewees 
mentioned that even before his appointment as team manager (Infrastructure) he had always been viewed as the 'Go-
to guy'. The only difference is now his position has been officially recognised and he can formally devote more time 
towards learning and development of the infrastructure department during working hours.  
The organisation has a concept that roughly translates into ‘degree of chargeability’ or 'billable hours'. This 
describes how many hours a week the employees are expected to use for direct, company related work. Team 
managers, like their advisory board colleagues, will be able to spend 10% of their work time ('billable hours') on 
duties related to team managers. Such duties could be knowledge management, team development and sourcing jobs 
in the market for their teams. While 'billable hours' is not new to the company, the allocation of 10% of the total 
'billable hours' to team management is new. This means that team managers (who can also be seen as CoP 
coordinators and contributors) have less stringent requirement regarding billable hours. The organisation hopes that 
since the team managers can work comparatively lesser hours than before for clients now, they (team managers) 
would have more hours to work with developing their respective communities. The effort related to 'billable hours' 
mentioned above can be seen as an act to formalise CoP with the support of appropriate organisational structure.   
5.3. Collaboration and cooperation  
The management encourages team members to collaborate not just with people within their own department or in 
their office, but also to interact with people from other offices and departments. This extends beyond the company to 
include other work places within similar professional areas. This leads to the development of new networks for 
interactions. This widens the individual's network; not only will they have access to their colleagues' competencies, 
they will also have access to most people in their colleagues' networks (through these colleagues).  
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Encouraging cooperation and creating social interaction outside formal office hours is also a means by which the 
company (unwittingly or otherwise), formalises CoP. One example is eating lunch together. Instead of leaving it to 
chance that team members might find a way to get along and be more than work colleagues, eating lunch together 
creates an opportunity for friendships (within and outside the company).  
6. Challenges and opportunities of CoP  
Based on the study on which this paper is based, the following challenges and opportunities related to CoP are 
identified:  
6.1. Degree of formalisation 
One of the challenges can be determining an appropriate degree of formalisation that leads to desirable results. 
Efforts to formalise CoP can lead organisations to hijack the agenda of these communities and instruct their 
members on how to practise. If members stop seeing the value of these communities, they might lose their appeal. In 
the process employees will stop participating in them (as is their prerogative when it comes to CoP). Lack of 
identification with the CoP is one of the main reasons for failures of CoP (Probst & Borzillo, 2008). As Brown and 
Duguid (1991) warned, without practice there is no learning. Without learning there is no innovation. An interviewee 
pointed out that when they compete for projects / assignments, then they have to rely on their capabilities and 
competence rather than cost differentiation. Their product differentiation is made possible by having employees who 
are capable and willing to improve upon their shared knowledge. This might be lost if the employees lose faith in 
CoP that are currently effective.  
6.2. Strategic alignment  
Another challenge is aligning the company strategy and the practice, specifically in the case of CoP being 
officially recognised. According to an interviewee, what management has set up at the top is not always what is 
implemented at the bottom. This is a legitimate concern. Management's instinct is to manage costs, engage in 
activities that increase performance and results. They work with measurable and objective concepts. Communities, 
on the other hand, do 'what feels right'. There is very little that guides them, except 'values' which are subjective.  
But, this could also represent an opportunity. The company would do well to investigate whether its past 
achievements were made 'in spite of' or 'because of' the employees' disregard for the objective concepts / strategy. It 
could be that the professionals – being highly trained and leaders in their respective fields – made a judgement call 
based on the (changed) situation; and, this judgement call would be more appropriate for the organisation, rather 
than simply following the aspects of the strategy. The company could then have a chance to modify its strategic 
aspects by reflecting on the experiences generated by CoP. This can contribute to emergent strategy that Mintzberg 
(1978) talks about.   
 
6.3. Company culture 
The case company as a whole seems to be made up of self-driven individuals. Generally speaking, such highly 
skilled self-directing personnel can be both a blessing and curse to the management. As one team leader pointed out, 
she leads people who are managers themselves, which make her job easier. She does not have to tell them how to do 
the tasks. They spontaneously take great initiative and carry out their duties with little or no supervision. This frees 
up her time to pursue other projects. She also stated that they use their own networks (communities) to get projects / 
jobs for the company. This is another demonstration of how a good personal network can work for the good of the 
company.  
But as she pointed out, leading experts can be challenging too. Because as she said: "You are managing people 
that have strong personalities and do best on their own". So, she has to carry out a balancing act. She has to be 
available when needed but withdraw when the team members want to work on their own. Sometimes team members 
need the input of the team manager. In this case she has to be available for them. But having given them tasks, 
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instead of micromanaging how they go about accomplishing those tasks, she should trust them to find the best way 
to do the job. Even if that way is not the way that she would have done it, she should be able to trust and accept her 
colleagues' new solutions, provided that the solutions are of acceptable quality and do not pose integration or 
coordination problems for other team members. She has to see her goal as high-level integration of the parts of the 
work done by the team members.    
In agency theory, one of the grappling issues is how to ensure that the agent (sometimes employee) can act in the 
interest of the principal (the company). The theory has established that it is difficult for a principal (company) to 
select the right person (agent) who will act in the best interest of the company without shirking on their 
responsibilities. One solution to this is, that the agent has a vested interest in the success of the principal that they 
stand to lose in the event that the business fails. This is usually achieved by asking the agent (employee) to invest in 
the principal's venture. This is what seems to have happened with the case company. The employees' motivation for 
sharing knowledge could possibly be because they do not see the company as some 'faceless' source of their salary. 
Because they have shares in the company, they will lose their investments (as well as their jobs) should the company 
go bankrupt.  
Therefore, they are intrinsically motivated to take those steps that will ensure the company's survival. To wit, they 
are prepared to share knowledge, if that could give advantage to the company over its competitors, since they have a 
lot riding on the success of the company. It also means that people who join the company are likely to be the ones 
who share the same values of the company. This is good for CoP. It is easier to form a community when people are 
properly motivated and share common values. This does not mean, however, that all employees have bought shares 
or that only those with shares are properly motivated.  
The organisation's flat structure and office settings also prove to be a successful feat. The employees talk about 
how it makes them share more. Putting up physical barriers between colleagues could lead to psychological barriers. 
It requires more effort to walk across the hallway and knock on a closed door than to lean over and ask another 
employee for help. The flat structure is also good for CoP, in the sense that over time social relationships might grow 
among people who sit together. Since they are already interested in the same professional areas (the workstations are 
grouped according to departments), it's easy for them to find a common ground upon which to build friendship. 
Given that there are at least four people who sit at each of these workstations, there can be easy flow of information 
among all these four people.  
The company management provides the staff with subsidised meals and it has had positive impact on the CoP. 
Eating together is central to most cultures' social activities. This also means that the organisation provides a platform 
for people to meet and discuss any topics that are of interest to them, without the pressure or guilt that such a topic is 
not related to their work. As employees get to discover more about each other, they form stronger bonds needed for 
CoP. In fact, these social gatherings could be a means of expanding their networks – For instance, A knows B who 
knows C, and C can help D by leading D to contact A. 
The organisation has a society / group that organises social gatherings for the employees. These events include 
theatre, concerts and trips.  
6.4. Unclear roles 
While before CoP activities could be carried out without the interference of the management, formalisation of 
these communities has changed that. Most people appointed into the advisory board and team leadership roles were 
appointed because of their performances with CoP. Therefore, they have shifted roles and received added 
responsibilities. It might be hard for their colleagues to distinguish between team managers as formal authority and 
team managers as CoP coordinators and contributors (informal authority). If they are seen as representing the wishes 
of management, other team members might treat them as part of management. This means when they make 
suggestions (just like they would have done before as core-contributors to or coordinators of the CoP), these might 
be taken to be 'orders' from the management. Therefore, people would perform the tasks just as they would do any 
(formal) team tasks: within the set parameters and without challenging them. This will drastically affect the 
communities' part of the practice.  
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In general, people are less likely to contradict what they see as management position, even in an egalitarian 
society. The assumption might be that if the 'management' took a decision, then there must be a strategic reason 
behind it. This assumption will lead to lack of diversity in ideas, which in turn will mean less new knowledge 
generated.  
Team managers themselves might have problems with distinguishing their roles. When they make suggestions to 
their community members and these are ignored or contradicted, they might take it as an affront to their new 
positions. Before they were aware that they did not have the backing of the organisation, but now they do have the 
backing of the organisation. It will require strong personality for them to be able to see the two roles as being 
different, and that differing with the roles at the community level is not insubordination.  
Alternatively, new coordinators of and contributors to the CoP might come up in response to the formalisation of 
the team managers' positions. This could be a problem itself. If the new coordinators gain the respect of other 
employees that equals or surpasses the respect given to team managers, this could create an alternative power centre. 
While one could argue that such a 'centre' had always existed with the current team managers, it should be noted that 
before they did not have to compete with any other power. The authority of section managers has always been 
established and it was not in any way displaced by that of CoP coordinators; because section managers' 
responsibilities are about market and employees' performance. This complimented very well, since the duties of 
communities are more about development of the teams and creation of knowledge. This boundary is not so clear 
with team managers, as we have seen. It will be even more difficult to see when there is alternative authority from 
the communities (new coordinators).  
Having raised these concerns, we still feel that the best way forward will be for the management to allow (and 
therefore not stifle) the rise of any new coordinators of the communities. However, team managers must be 
encouraged to maintain their role as core contributors within these communities. Such role will give them a blend of 
formal and informal authority. This will ensure that the communities are able to carry out their duties just as before, 
while at the same time, management is able to provide administrative functions where needed through team leaders. 
One problem that could rise is that when team managers participate in CoP as ordinary members, their team 
members might not be free to express any views contrary to theirs (even though they can see the difference between 
communities and formal teams). This is more likely to happen in ascription-oriented societies with high power 
distances; for instance, Africa and Asia. In Scandinavia, this is unlikely to happen because of lower power distance.   
6.5. Governance mechanisms for CoP 
Based on their study of 57 CoP from major European and US companies, Probst & Borzillo (2008) come up with 
10 successful governance mechanisms to steer CoP. They are: (1) Stick to strategic objectives (2) Divide objectives 
into sub-topics (3) Form governance committees with sponsors and CoP leaders (4) Have a CoP sponsor and a CoP 
leader who are 'best practice control agents' (5) Regularly feed the CoP with external expertise (6) Promote access to 
other intra- and interorganisational networks (7) The CoP leader must have a driver and a promoter role (8) 
Overcome hierarchy-related pressures (9) Provide the sponsor with measurable performance (10) Illustrate results 
for CoP members 
In our study, we could identify the following mechanisms – among the 10 mechanisms mentioned above – that 
contributed to utilizing CoP in more effective manner in the case company: 
1. Stick to strategic objectives: The case organisation has a clear strategy that reflects and supports the role of CoP. 
According to Wenger (2004), three fundamental elements must be understood in order to integrate CoP into 
knowledge strategy. The 3 elements are: (1) Domain: The area of knowledge that brings the community 
together, gives its identity, and defines the key issues that members need to address (2) Community: The group 
of people for whom the domain is relevant, the quality of the relationship among members, and the definition of 
the boundary between the inside and the outside (3) Practice: The body of knowledge, methods, tools, stories, 
cases and documents that members share and develop together. The case company seems to have a good 
understanding on these elements, even though there are concerns for not tapping the potential fully. The 
company employees, as highly intelligent individuals, tend to think independently, and do their work as 
effective as they can, according to the existing and emerging conditions of the situation at hand. Instead of 
seeing this as weakness, the organisation should use it as its strength. Communities should be encouraged to 
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contribute their ideas to the advisory board. The advisory board could then forward those ideas which they view 
as 'world-class' to the management, which will develop their strategies based on them. Since these ideas are 
reflective of the team members and what they see on the ground, the ideas will make the company more 
responsive (as well as proactive) to changes in the environment as and when they happen. More than that, it 
could help to solve the problems of strategy alignment between the management and the employees. 
2. Form governance committees with sponsors and CoP leaders: Incorporating core contributors to CoP in the 
advisory board and team leadership is an example that can be considered here. 
3. Have a CoP sponsor and a CoP leader who are 'best practice control agents': The advisory board in the case 
company functions as a gatekeeper and evaluate all registered experiences before presenting them in the 
platform for sharing knowledge. 
4. Regularly feed the CoP with external expertise: Though external expertise can be obtained from other 
organisations, it can also be obtained from other parts of the organisation where the CoP belongs. As we stated 
earlier, the management encourages team members to collaborate not just with people within their own 
department or in their office. They get to interact with others from other offices and departments. This leads to 
them developing new networks for interactions. As it is stated before, this widens the individual's network; not 
only will they have access to their colleagues' competencies, they will also have access to most people in the 
colleagues' networks. This is a way to feed the CoP with external expertise. 
5. Promote access to other intra- and interorganisational networks: This means that members of a CoP can get 
access beyond the boundaries of their own CoP. Establishing the advisory board and team leadership roles that 
incorporate core contributors to various CoP (and feeding the CoP with external expertise – point 4 mentioned 
above) provide opportunities for accessing other networks. The case company encourages external relations, 
including eating lunch with employees of a competing company. 
6. Overcome hierarchy-related pressures: Though there may be a potential pitfall when it comes to formalising 
CoP, the case company seems to have struck a balance between formal teams and CoP. Hence, CoP in the case 
company seems to have no hierarchical pressure according to our understanding. 
7. Concluding remarks 
This study showed that for double-knit organisation to effectively work, there is a need to balance organic, 
informal settings (CoP) and formal teams. The study also pointed out and confirmed previous findings (for example, 
Wenger, 1998; Fernie et al., 2003; Irick, 2007) that CoP play a significant role, when it comes to transferring tacit 
knowledge.      
Our study also showed that while formal teams were easier to create and define scope for them, the same could 
not be said about CoP. CoP were unpredictable and seemed to work better independent of the organisational leaders' 
interference. However, they were promoted by employee interactions. 
Based on our study, we have following suggestions when it comes to making a balance between the formal and 
informal working mechanisms:  
The functional teams that we have looked at should continue to be used for projects from clients. Cross-functional 
teams should be used where they are necessary. These teams should continue to have their regular meeting and 
discussion discourses to exchange knowledge. They should implement new knowledge in the organisation, 
especially that recommended by the advisory board. As a structure, a team has the discipline necessary to convert 
fuzzy aspirations from the advisory board into measurable objectives.  
On the other hand, CoP should be encouraged to continue to work on topics that are of interest to the organisation 
in general. CoP should be seen as a source of tacit knowledge. The company management, working in tandem with 
the advisory board, should work on transforming CoP from formalised to strategic part of the organisation. Their 
input should contribute to form the company's strategy. As part of this transformation, part of the work or time spent 
on CoP should be recognised and credited in formal work time.  
There are limitations in our study; for instance, the number of interviewees was not many. Our study would have 
been much richer, if we had had more respondents.  
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Our study related to the case company was done when the company had just implemented the formalisation of the 
CoP. It will be interesting and important to see how the process has been going over a period of time, and identify 
enablers and barriers to effective functioning of a double-knit organisation. This can be a further study.  
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